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Summary

Ouing the Fall 1973 semester, a sample of USC faculty affiliated

with schools that offer both graduate and undergraduate programs received

a confidential questionnaire covering a broad range of topics regarding

their relationship with the University. A sample of faculty from the graduate

professional schools were asked to respond to the sub-section of the ques-

tionnaire exploring their opinions on administrative policies and practices.

In view of the sensitive nature of some of the questions, the possibility

of individual identification, and the unaggressive nature of the attempts

to encourage responses from the dilatory or reluctant, the 68% response rate

is quite high, confirmation of the tendency, noted in other studies, of the

USC faculty to cooperate and communicate when asked.

Self-ratings of the amount of interest they have in various aspects of

the professional job rather effectively dispel the oft expressed dichotomy

of the teacher and the researcher. No relationship was found between the

two interests; that is, an individual with a high degree of interest in one

may or may not have a high degree of interest in the other. Ao one expressed

a total lack of interest in either teaching or research - a reasonable finding,

considering the nucbcr of colleges and research institutes available for the

single-interest professional. If one were forced to state the strongest

interest of USC faculty, it would be teaching. Even those with only a moderate

interest in teaching accept a personal responsibility and have a strong sense

of obligation to their students.

Reports of personal contacts give the impression that many of the faculty
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are quite isolated from each other and from the administration. Their

loyalties are to those closest to them: their students and their departmental

colleagues. The majority believe that they are affiliated with a good depart-

ment and are in agreement with its goals. They believe USC is a fairly good

place to be and expect that any changes that may occur in the next few years

will be for the better. There is cause for dissatisfaction with the operation

of the reward system. The faculty do not feel that their lot is improved

by making contributions in the areas they perceive to be valued at USC. They

express a desire for some order or uniformity of policies, particularly in

personnel practices.

The prime focuses of concern for the faculty are their students and

their professional field. The University is a vehicle for the accomplishment

of their goals and is seen rather dimly through the screen of the departments

and schools. In general, and despite specific complaints, the faculty appear

to be moderately content with their professorial life and not unduly pessimistic

about the future.
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USC FACULTY:

Their Views of the University

INTRODUCTION

There are many channels of communication at USC for the faculty member

who wishes his or her opinion on a subject to be known. In addition to self-

initiated statements, there are numerous committees and the new President's

Advisory Council and Faculty Senate through which iculty'opinions are incor-

porated in the policies and practices of the University. Beyond this, occasions

and needs arise where it is desirable to have quantifiable information based

on a more comprehensive sample of faculty. In response to an accumulation of

requests, the Office of Inst;tutional Studies compiled a multi-purpose question-

naire during the Spring of 1973. Administrators and faculty active in university

affairs reveiwed topics and specific items in regards to appropriateness, inter-

est, answerability and technical soundness. A final revision and selection of

items was made by OIS and the questionnaire was distributed during the Fall

semester of 1973.



PROJECT DESIGN

Description of the Questionnaire

The questionnaire can be logically divided into four sections. The

first focuses on the faculty's work relationship with USC. The items ask

the faculty to describe their professional interests, values, and orientation

and to indicate their satisfaction with their working conditions, with USC,

and with themselves. A second section elicits faculty opinion and perceptions

on specific issues of current and/or continuing concern to faculty and adminis-

tration. The third and fourth sectiors serve informational needs regarding

retirement policies and interdisciplinary research programs.

Faculty or schools that offer both graduate and undergraduate programs

received the complete questionnaire. Faculty of schools that offer only post-

baccalaureate programs received a shorc form that omitted the first section

of the items described above.

Because few universities attempt a faculty satisfaction study and fewer

yet are willing to distribute the results, a major limitation of this project

is the lack of comparable data to servo as a standard for evaluating the responses.

For example, if one were to find that 27* of the faculty stated that their

primary goal in teaching is to "develop moral character", that estimate is of

interest on an absolute scale, but one would also like to know if 27 is an

unusually nigh or an unusually low figure, or if it is typical of faculty in

similar universities.

The Aherican Council of Education has published two reports of a nationwide

study of faculty in 300 institutions during the 1968-69 and 1972-73 academic

years (1,2). Dressel, et al. (4) analyzed departmental operaticns and faculty

inte. actions of 70 LAS, Business and Engineering departments within 15 different



universities. Whenever possible appropriate items from these studies were

included in the USC survey and the comparative data is presented.

Selection of Sampl e

The population to be surveyed was defined as faculty with the rank of

assistant professor or above, whose duties are primarily instructional.

Department chairpersons were included; individuals whose duties are primarily

administrative were not. Sample A was drawn from a 1971-72 listing of faculty

by department within Architecture and Fine Arts, Business, Engineering, Letters,

Arts and Sciences, and Performing Arts. An initial selection of every other

individual was made. The names of individuals lot at USC for the 1973-74 year

were discarded; additional individuals were selected or omitted at random to

achieve a distribution sample equal to 4O of the number of 1973-74 faculty in

each department and school. Thus Sample A consists of regular instructional

faculty who had had a minimum or two years experience at USC and were affiliated

with schools that offer both a graduate and undergraduate program.

Sample B consisted of a random selection of 40.' of the faculty with 1973-

74 salary contracts from each of the other schools of the university except

Medicine, from which IT were selected at random.

Data Collection

The questionnaires were placed in the Campus Mail November 9, 1973. One-

third of the recipients had returned the questionnaire by November 19th, the

Monday before the Thanksgiving holidays, when a reminder notice was mailed. On

December 5th a second questionnaire was sent to those who had not yet responded,

40;, of the original sample. Data Collection was terminated on December 28th with

74 of the original sample accounted for.
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Each questionnaire was given a code number that would enable sub-analyses

based on rank, age, etc. without asking on the questionnaire itself for data

that might identify the respondent. The computer cara containing the personal

data, which was obtained from administrative records, was identified only by

that code number. The code sheet linking number and name was destroyed prior

to analyses. The instructions suggested that the faculty omit any item that

they did not want to answer, but asked that they return the questionnaire even

if it was completely blank.

Because of the sensitive nature of some of the questions and the diffi-

culty of answering others, complaints and protests were registered. Twenty-five

individuals (6-, of the sample) returned unanswered questionnaires or asked

Institutional Studies to remove their name from the sample. Most offered no

explanation, but the two reasons cited above and "lack of time" were mentioned.

Seven individuals preferred to respond with absolute anonymity and removed the

code number. Their responses are included in the analyses whenever possible.

Many respondents exercised the option of omitting some items. This will be

noted in the discussion of the items, but occurred most frequently for the

sections dealing with retirement and wit!. interdisciplinary research and other

areas where it is reasonable to assume, on a post hoc basis, that the faculty

had no opinion or no knowledge on which to base an opinion.

The number of faculty who received the questionnaire and the number who

answered it are shown in Table 1. The number of questionnaires that were analyzed

was 289, 68 of the original sample and approximately 18 of the total USC faculty.

3



Table 1

Response Tabulations

Received Returned Answered
Sample Questionnaire Questionnaire Questionnaire

A 239 183 (771 167 (70%)
B 187 131 (701 122 (65%)

TOTAL 426 314 (741 289 (68%)

Analyses

The analyses of the questionnaire items concerning retirement anu inter-

disciplinary programs are described in separate reports:

OIS 74-1 Interdisciplinary and Multidisciplinary Programs:
Attitudes and Experiences of USC Faculty

OIS 74-2 Faculty Retirement: A Preliminary Study.

The remainder of the items were analyzbd along two dimensions: academic

rank and "faculty unit". To have reasonably stable statistics it was necessary

to combine the responses of faculty of the smaller schools and the term "faculty

unit" was created to describe the resulting groups. The schools of Engineering

and Business and the three divisions of LAS are treated as separate faculty

units. The schools of Architecture and Fine Arts and of Performing Arts were

combined to form the "Arts" faculty unit. The three Law faculty who responded

were grouped with Dentistry because they both have a self-contained student body

and ar independence in scheduling not typical of other professional schools.

To correct for the under-sampling of the Medical faculty, a weight of 2.5 was

assigned to their responses to reflect their actual representation among the

total university faculty. The Medicine, Dentistry-Law, and Other faculty units

did not receive items 1 through 23. The data reported is from all units for

which it is available.
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Two Appendices supplement the results presented in this report. Appendix

A is a reproduction of the questionnaire showing the number of faculty who

selected each response. Statistically significant differences between ranks

or between faculty units that are not detailed in the report are shown by item

number in Appendix B.

Description of Respondents

Table 2 details the sub-divisions of the faculty units and the number

of respondents from each. A comparison of the respondents with the non-

respondents shows that the schools of Law and Public Administration are

under-represented among the respondents.

The sex, rank, age, tenure status and number of years at USC are also

shown for the respondents. For sample A the following additional data were

recorded: rank and salary of original appointment at USC, and 1971, 1972, and

1973 salaries and leaves. No significant differences ware found between the

respondents and non-respondents on any of those variables.

The faculty whose questionnaire responses are revorted herein fail to be

fully representative of the total USC faculty iq two known dimensions judged

by the author to be of minor importance:

1. faculty of the schools of Architecture and Fine Arts, Business,

Engineering, and Performing Arts and of the College of Letters, Arts, and Sciences

with less than twe years of USC experience are included.

2. There it, a slight under-representation of the faculties of Law and

Public Administration.

5



Table 2

Description of Respondents

Sex

Sample A Sample B TOTAL

N

% of
Sample N

% of
Sample N

% of
Sample

19i)e 151 93 100 83 251 89

Female 11 7 20 17 31 11

Rank in 1973
Assistant 56 35 52 43 108 38

Associate 46 28 29 24 75 27

Professor 60 37 39 32 99 35

Age in 1973
Less than 30 8 5 2 2 10 4

30 - 39 66 41 25 21 91 32

40 - 49 39 24 49 41 88 31

50 - 59 35 22 35 29 70 25

60 or older 14 9 9 8 23 8

Tenure in 1973
Yes 94 58

No 68 42

Years at USC
2 - 5 75 46

6 -10 30

11 - 15 21 13

16 - 20 4 2

21 - 25 5 3

26 - 35 8 5

Faculty Unit
Arts 19 12 19 7

Architecture (2)

Fine Arts (4)

Cinema (5)

Drama (1)

Music (7)

Business 25 16 26 9

Acct & Taxation (2)

QBA (6)

Management (4)

Finance (7)

Marketing (7)

Engineering 27 17 27 10

Chemical (2)

Civil (4)

Electrical (15)

Materials Science (1)

Aerospace (1)

Ind & Systems (1)

Mechanical (2)

Petroleum (1)



Sample A

Table 2 (Cont)

Sample B TOTAL

N

of
Sample N

% of
Sample N

% of
Sample

Humanities 23 14 23 8

Asian Studies (3)

Classics (2)

English (9)

French/Italian (2)

German (1)

Philosophy (1)

Religion (1)

Spanish/Portuguese (3)

Slavic Languages (1)

Natural Science 30 18 30 11

Biological Sci (10)

Chemistry (4)

Geolgocial Sci (5)

Mathematics (3)

Physics (8)

Social Science 37 23 37 13

Comm Disorders (1)

Economics (2)

History (7)

Speech Comm (3)

Journalism (1)

Psychology (8)

Soc/Anthro (7)
Telecommunications (2)

Internat'l Relations (3)

Political Science (3)

Medicine 59 49 59 21*

Dentistry-Law 17 14 17 6

Dentistry (14)

Law (3)

Other 44 37 44 16

Aerospace Safety (9)

Education (17)

Library Science (3)
Pharmacy (7)

Public Administration (2)

Social Work (5)

Urb & Reg Planning (1)

TOTAL 162 120 282

* All responses from Medicine were given a weight of 2.5 to correct for

under sampling.
7



An inherent diifiLulty in any study for which participation is voluntary

is the inability to prediet tne responses of those who choose not to participate.

Although the "truth" is unknowable the assumption that non-respondents would

give diametrically opposite answers is as untenable as the assumption that their

answers would be identical. in sumary, the reader is urged to avoid over-

interpretation of the findings but to accept them as supported hypotheses of

the faculty's beliefs and experiences.

RESULTS

Faculty Orientations

The job of a university professor is multi-faceted and it is to be

expected that no individual is equally interested in all areas. The first

iter. of the questionnaire, reproduced below, defines four aspects of professional

activity and asks the faculty to indicate the amount of interest they have in

each. The resonses are detailed in Table 3.

1. How much interest do you have in each of the four
aspects of professional activity described below?

Administration - development and establishment of

academic policies, practices, programs

Performance - use of professional skills to solve
a problew, to devise a procedure, or to create some-
thing, e.g., music, a painting, building, etc. . . .

Research - participation in specific projects that
include the collection, urganization and analyses
of data for the advancement of knowledge

Teaching - thy_ trainimi and edocltinn of students
including direction of student research and

advisement

'CO CI
(2,

4ki 1

ILO

42.0

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

8



Table 3

Interest Scales
(Item 1)

Res onses
i7 = Great Interest 1 = No Interest.

Percent Giving Each Response
Average

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Ratings n

Administration 17 12 14 23 14 14 7 4.3 159

Performance 40 17 10 12 7 8 4 5.3 155

Research 55 20 12 8 4 1 0 6.1 161

Teaching 63 19 11 7 1 0 0 6.4 161

Intercorrelations of Scales

(N = 152)

Administration Performance Research reaching

Administration
Performance
Research
Teaching

*Significant at .05 level

.18* .06

-.08
.18*
.13

.04
.1MM IM

Average Ratings by Faculty Unit

Administration Performance* Research Teaching n

Arts 4.5 6.7 5.7 6.7 19

Business 4.1 5.8 5.8 6.3 24

Engineering 4.6 5.6 6.2 6.3 27

Humanities 4.7 4.7 6.0 6.8 19

Natural Science 3.6 4.7 6.3 6.0 26

Social Science 4.2 4.6 6.5 6.3 36

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

9



For three of the interest scales, Performance, Pesearch, Teaching, the

most frequent response of the faculty was category 7, Great Interest. The

responses of interest in Administration approximate a normal distribution

peaking at the average, 4.3. Forty percent of the faculty reported Great

Interest in Performance, for which the average response in 5.3. No one reported

No Interest in Research or Teaching, which have average ratings of 6.1 and 6.4,

respectively. The Administration scale has a mild positive relation (r = .18)

with Performance and Teaching. Other pairings of scale responses show no

relationships.

A significant difference was noted in the average ratings given by the

faculty units on the Performance scale. The Arts faculty have the highest

average interest (6.7) and the faculty of the three LAS divisions have the

lowest average (4.6 or 4.7) interest in Performance.

Item 17 consists of a miscellany of statements about various phases of

a professor's job; the percent agreeing or disagreeing with each statement is

shown in Table 4. The statement attracting the greatest unanimity of agreement

(95.) is "I feel responsible if the students in my class don't seem to have

learned much." Disagreement was noted among ranks on two statements. Almost

half (49 ) of the assistant and associate professors either tend to disagree

or strongly disagree with the statement that "the best measure of professional

competence is quality of research" whereas 20 of the professors tend to disagree

with the statement and none expressed strong disagreement. A significantly

greater percentage (43 ) of associate professors agreed that "usually the most

prestigious person is elected to chair a department" than did the assistant

and full professors (20 ). The Arts faculty were also more likely to agree

with that statement than were the other faculty.

10



Table 4

Attitudes Toward Professional Activities

17. The statements below express opinions with which some faculty will agree
and other will

The dominant

disagree. Please indicate your opinion.

Responses
Giving

Each Response
4 Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree
3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

4

need in my field is for the application and
3 2 1

utilization of existing knowledge rather than discovery
of new knowledge 15

A university professor should focus his attention on
24 34 27*

future needs rather than on immediate problems 11 36 42 11

What I like best is making use of the skills and talent
I have in my own field 56 36 6 1

Faculty without professional contacts outside the univer-
sity world tend to become unrealistic and esoteric . . . . 50 28 14 8

The translation of my theoretical knowledge into a completed
product or program is a very exciting accomplishment . . . 70 24 6 1

The best measure of professional competence is quality of
research 19 41 29 le

The development of a discipline requires study of topics
that may seem trivial to the generalist in the field . . . 34 42 18 6

Most of my research is done solely to secure promotions
and salary increases 1 10 25 64

Attending professional meetings and reading the journals
are sufficient to stay current in the field 3 15 39 44

Teaching a lower division course is a waste of my knowledge
and expertise 5 6 20 69

In general, the most respected faculty are asked to serve
on important committees 14 39 30 17

Most faculty active on committee? are seeking security and
influence they can't achieve as scholar-teachers 6 26 46 22

I'd rather leave the committee work to those who like that
sort of thing 22 34 30 14

Usually the most prestigious person is elected to chair
a department 5 22 36 37°

Faculty active on committees have a great deal of influence
on the university 5

Every student should have some basic knowledge of my
22 50 22

discipline 26 40 25 9*

I feel responsible if the students in my class don't seem
to have learned much 64 31 4 1

My primary obligation to USC is to do a good job of teaching
my classes 34 34 27 5

The intellectual abilities and motivation of the USC students
make teaching a pleasure 13 43 33 11*

Teaching effectiveness, not publications, should be the
primary basis for faculty promotion 15 31 37 17

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
-,Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

11



Differences arlong the faculty units also occurred on three of the statements

related to the teaching function. To the statement, "every student should

have some basic knowledge of my discipline," 86 of the Social Science faculty

and 82. of the Humanities faculty gave a response of agreement; approximately

two-thirds of the faculty of Arts, Business, and Natural Sciences agreed with

the statement, but only one-third of the Engineering faculty. The faculty of

Arts and Huwanities showed the highest rate of agreement (72';,) with the state-

ment that "the intellectual abilities and motivations of the USC students make

teaching a pleasure;' the Natural Science faculty were the least likely (33%)

to agree. The Arts faculty also showed the highest rate of agreement (785;)

with the proposition that "teaching effectiveness, not publications should be

the primary basis for f,culty promotions"; the Natural and Social Sciences

showed the lowest rate ( 38 and 351 of agreement. The ACE studies (1, 2)

report that 68 of the faculty in uriversities "strongly agree" or "agree with

reservations" to that statement. Forty-six percent of the total USC group

"agree" or "strongly agree".

Item 10, shown on Table 5, asks for opinions on the relative importance

attached to publications and teaching ability in determing rank and salary.

The consensus is that the departments, schools and USC err slightly in the

direction of over-emphasizing publications and under-emphasizing teaching

ability. The proportion stating that publications were over-emphasized declined

as rank increased. These findings appear contradictory to the ratings given

in item 20 of the incentive value "less emphasis on research productivity"

would have on a decision to accept a faculty position at another univer-

sity (Table 'L,). Although 48 of the assistant and associate professors

believe that there is too much emphasis on publications at USC, only 34';

gave a positive rating to "less emphasis on research productivity".

12



Table 5

Ratings on Professional Activities

10. What is your opinion of the amount of
emphasis put on publications and
teaching ability in determining rank
and salary and the University?

Publications
Department
School

USC
Teaching Ability

Department
School
USC

Responses
3 Too much emphasis
2 About the right emphasis
1 Too little emphasis

Giving
Each Response

3 2 1

27 64 9

39 49 12

38 45 17

1 53 46

6 44 50

4 39 57

15. Please indicate the degree of interest you would
have in holding the following university positions r.gb, i :

(not necessarily at USC). 6 5 4 3 2 1

Percent Giving Each Response,

Average

Ratings

2.1°
2.3

2.2'

1.6

1.6
1.5

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Department chairman 17 6 10 16 9 8 33

Dean of an academic unit. . . 7 6 10 10 8 8 51

Vice-President 7 3 5 4 4 12 66

President 9 2 7 3 1 10 69

6. Using the measure appropriate to
your discipline, how would you clas-
sify the amount of your scholarly
productivity in the past two years
relative to:

Responses

Average

Ratings

3.5
2.7

2.1

2.1

4 Well above average
3 Slightly above average
2 Slightly below average
1 Well below average

7. Giving
Each Response Average

Ratings4 3 2 1

faculty in your department 49 32 16 3

faculty in your school. 40 39 19 2

peers in your discipline 24 49 22 4

7. How would you rate yourself as a
teacher for:

undergraduate classes 61 32 7 0

graduate classes
inuividual instruction

55

61

44
34

1

5

1

1

3.3
3.2

2.9

3.5

3.5

3.5*

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
cAverage ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

13



The responses to item 15, also detailed in Table 5, demonstrate a

striking lack of interest on the part of most faculty in holding univer-

sity administrative positions. The most attractive position is that of

department chairman, which has an average rating of 3.5 on a 7-point

scale where 1 = No interest. Roughly, one can say that a third of the

faculty have no interest in chairing a department, one-third might be

receptive, and the other third have more positive feelings. Although,

in item 17 (Table 4), the associate professors seem to have a more

favorable image of department chairmen they showed no more interest in

holding that position than did the other ranks. Interest in being a

university president has a negative relationship with rank. The average

rating for assistant professors is 2.5, for associates, 2.2, for full

professors 1.6.

The USC faculty appear confident of their own abilities. On three

self-ratings of scholarly productivity, three-fourths or more rate them-

selves as slightly or well above average; 937, consider themselves above

average teachers. These responses were for items 6 and 7, shown in

Table 5. In future studies, these items should be re-written to obtain

a better distribution of responses.

The responses to the items reported in Tables 3, 4, and 5 were

usea to categorize the faculty according to relative interests in Adminis-

tration, Performance, Research and Teaching. A study of the questionnaire

bases on that categorization will appear in a supplementary report.

Institutional Interrelationships

Personal Interactions

Items 2 and 13, shown in Table 6, ask the faculty to describe the

frequency and type of interpersonal contact they have with administrators,

students and other faculty. 14



Table 6

Personal Interactions

2. What forms of personal contact have you had in the past year with the

administrative officers listed below? Circle all that apply.

Responses

1

5 A telephone conversation
4 An informal face-to-face conversation
3 A formal meeting alone or in a small group
2 Participation on the same committee

1 A written personal communication

°: Giving

Each Response

5 4 3 2

President Huboard 4 13 11 2

Any Vice-President 18 3.F. 25 19

The Dean of your School 37 61 51 28

1 None

15 75

27 44

41 22

c -gc
i..

13. How often do you experience the following types IQ,- rof personal interaction with other faculty in
I _LI )1 1

your department? 7 6 5 3 2 1

Average Ratings

Arts Bus Lig. Hum N.Sci S.Sci TOTAL

Professional
Collaboration on projects 3.3 2.9 4.1 3.0 3.7 3.4 3.4

Informal consultations 4.8 3.8 4.8 4.5 4.6 4.2 4.4

Social
Informal casual fellowship 5.3 4.5 5.9 5.7 5.1 4.9 5.4*

Parties, other social events 2.7 2.5 2.6 4.0 2.9 3.0 2.9*

Social gatherings with studests 2.8 2.4 2.4 3.2 3.2 2.8 2.8

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
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Twenty-five percent of the respondents reported at least one form of

contact with President Hubbard in the past year and 56, reported personal

contact with a vice-president. A mild tendency is noted toward the full

professors having more contact with the president and vice-presidents.

Neither the rank nor unit analyses revealed significant variation in

number of contacts the faculty had with the Dean of their own school.

Seventy-eight percent of the respondents reported at least one contact with

their Dean in the previous year.

One of the statements in item 29, for which the respondents from all

schools were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement or disagreement,

reads "the deans and vice-presidents are becoming increasingly isolated

from the faculty". Approximately two-thirds of the faculty of all ranks

ana of all schools stated that they tend to agree or strongly agree with

this statement. More of the full professors chose the strongly agree

response than aid the associate and assistant professors (see appendices).

Item 13 sought more information on faculty social and professional

interactions. A moderate level of informal consultation was reported and

appears to be more frequent than actual collaboration on professional

projects. (See Table 6)

Informal casual fellowship is the most frequent form of social rela-

tions among faculty. The Engineering and Humanities faculty units report

the highest frequency. The Humanities faculty apparently attend more

parties and social events with each other.

Internal and External Influences

In The Confidence Crisis Dressel, et al. (4) found behavioral and

attitudinal differences associated with responses to the question "do

you usually think of yourself primarily as a member of your (a) university,
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(b) department or school, or (c) discipline:" He found that the 15`'. in

his sample who thought of themselves more as members of the university

"tended to be full professors who have served the department for a long time.

They were not interested in moving to another university for higher salaries

or prestige. They tended to believe -- more than their associates -- that

the aean has influence in the department and that certain key members are

also influential. This view was not held by those oriented toward the

department or discipline, who tended to view the chairman as more influen-

tial than the dean or other faculty members. The faculty member with

university orientation tended to discuss problems with the dean and other

university administrators at the vice-presidential or presidential level,

and saw his opinions as sought by deans and other administrators. As a

group, these faculty members valued undergraduate instruction, applied

research, and service to business and industry much more than did faculty

with uisciplinary orientations."

Uressei's item was included in the USC questionnaire. Twenty-two

percent of the sample stated that they thought of themselves primarily

as a member of the university compared to Dressel's 15C.. The "department

or school" and "discipline" alteroatives were each selected by 39_ of

the faculty. The relevant items in the USC questionnaire only partially

confirmed Dressel's characterization. The faculty whose primary identi-

fication is with the university did report more contacts with the president

and vice-presidents, but not with deans (item 2). They agreed with the

others in viewing the department chairperson as more influential in depart-

ment affairs than the dean and in giving a moderate influence rating to

department exnutive committees (item 30). Although they reported a greater

sense of obligation for effective service to USC administrative officers
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and the Board of Trustees, their primary obligation was, like those with

school or discipline identification, to students in their class, faculty

in their department and colleagues in their field elsewhere (item 16).

All three identification groups place the same value on a salary increase

or the prestige of the institution in evaluating a job offer from another

university (item 20).

Item 14, shown in Table 7, is similar to the Dressel item, but asks

for direct ratings on a seven point scale of the extent to which the faculty

feel a loyalty ana committment to their department, their school, and to the

University. For each faculty unit and for each rank the highest rating was

given to the department, the second highest to the university.

Table 7

Institutional Loyalties
'P4Y-

14. To what extent do you feel a loyalty and commitment c7
to each of the units listed below? ic

g)I
1 1 1 1 I

Your department 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Your school 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

The University 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Faculty Unit
Arts
Business
Engineering
Humanities
Natural Science
Social Science

Rank
Professor
Associate
Assistant

TOTAL

Average Ratings

Dept School USC

6.5 5.2 5.5
5.7 4.9 5.1

5.5 5.0 5.3

5.5 4.5 4.8

5.5 3.8 4.5
4.6 3.6 4.3

4.9 4.2 4.4

5.9 4.6 5.2

5.6 4.4 5.0

5.5 * 4.4* 4.8'

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

(Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance
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The Arts faculty gave the highest ratings and the Social Science faculty

the lowest ratings at all three levels of organization. The associate

professors gave higher ratim;s to each level than did the professors who

in turn gave nigher rati,s tnar dic the assistant professors.

Item 16, shown in Table 0, focuses on tne extent to which the faculty

feel a sense of obligation for effective professional service to groups of

people. The group e.:c.ei 'inc tne highest rating was "students in your class";

Table 8

Sources of Penfessional Obligations 4`
Act, <s,

16. Please indicate the extent to which you feel a sense 13(v

of obligation for effective professional service to
each of the groups listed below. 7 6

Average Ratings

Students in your class 6.5

Faculty in your department 5.9

Colleagues in your field elsewhere 5.5

Total USC faculty 4.4

The greater Los Angeles community 4.0*

USC administrative officers 3.9

USC alumni and support groups 3.2

USC Board of Trustees 3.0

4 3

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

none of the faculty gave the lowest possible rating, 70 gave the highest

anu a the next highest possible rating, resulting in an average rating of

6.5 where the olaxiolum is 7. iiext in importance was uepartmental faculty (5.9)

anu colleagues in their field elsewhere (5.5). The ratings drop as the

groups become increasingly distant. In order of average ratings they are:

Total USC faculty (4.4), USC administrative officers (3.9), USC Board of

Trustef (3.0. Significant ,ifferen,:es were found between average ratings

given by the faculty units for the greater Los Angeles community. Ranked fifth

by the total sample, it was raaea third by the Business faculty, fourth by
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the Social Science faculty, fifth by the Arts faculty and sixth by the

faculties of Engineerimj, Humanities and Natural Science.

Unlike the previous three iten.s which deal with internal influences

within the individual, ite.:n 3C seeks to identify sources of external influence

on department affairs. The average influence rating given by the faculties

of the various units differ for each source; these differences are best

understood by examiniation of Table 9. The abbreviations used in Table 9 a.,

shown in parentheses or the item, which is reproduced below.

30. In general, how much influence do each of the following

have over what goes on in your department?
e.,

o
eio

v...
..

.,

tr Jew`
"..

Q.
e., it,

CI
,C etas,

t.j
J421 I

Undergraduate students (U G.) . . . 7 2

Graduate students (Grad ). . . 7 6 5 4 3 2

bepartrlent faculty as a whole ( Fac ). . 7 6 5 4 3 2

A aepartment executive committee (Exec ). . . 7 f 5 4 3 , 2

Department cnairperson (Chair). . . 7 F 5 4 3 2

The Dean of the School (Dean ). . . 7 f 5 4 3 2

University Committees (Comm ). . . 7 6 5 4 3 2

Vice-Presidents (V P.). . . 7 5 4 3 2

University President (Pres ). . . 7 6 5 4 3 2

USC Support Groups (Supp ). . . 7 6 5 4 3 2

Granting agencies (Grant) . 7 6 5 4 3 2

!'iationl occreditirk, f;roup-( ."..cc ). . . 7 6 r 4 3 2 g.
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Table 9

Sources of Influence on Department Affairs
(Item 30)

Ratings: 7 = Very Great Influence 1 = No Influence At All

Dent-Average
Ratin s Arts Bus

6.6

5.4
Chair

6.2

6.0

5.8
Fac

5.6 Dean Dean

5.4

5.2 Exec

5.0
Chair

4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2 Fac

4.0
V.P.

3.8 Grad
U.G.

3.6

3.4 Grad
Comm Acc

3.2 Exec
Pres

3.0 Supp

2.8 Acc
Supp

2.6 U.G.

V.P.
2.4 Comm

Pres
2.2 Grant

2.0
Grant

1.8

En Hum N.Sci S.Sci Med Law Other Total

Dean

Chair

Chair
Chair

Chair Chair
Exei.. Chair Chair

Grant
Fac Dean

Dean Dean

Fac
Dean

Dean Exec Fac

Dean Fac Fac

Grant Fac Dean
V.P. Grant

V.P. Fac Acc Supp

Fac V.P. Exec V.P.

Pres Grant Grad
Grad Grad Chair Exec

Pres

U.G. Grant
Grad Acc Grant

Grad Acc Exec Grad

Exec V.P. Pres Grad Acc

Acc V.P.

Pres Exac Grant Comm
Grad Comm Supp

Acc Pres

U.G.

Supp Comm U.G. Comm Comm

Comm U.G. Pres
Pres V.P. U.G.

U.G. Supp Supp

Comm U.G. Comm U.G.

Supp
Acc Acc V.P.

Exec
Pres

Grant Supp
Supp
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Four of the categories in item 30,,deans, vice presidents, president

and University committees, are elements of "the administration". Perceptions

of their influence on departmental affairs varied greatly from one faculty

unit to another. The responses to two global opinion statements in Item 29

about the administration also showed significant variation from one faculty

unit to another, but bear no discernible relationship to the ratings of degree

of influence those administrative elements have on departmental affairs.

Table 10

Administration

29. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that each

of the following statements are true at USC.

Responses
14 Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree

3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

The administration
in working
goals.

is consistent
toward well-formulated

Giving
Each Resnonse*

In general, I have confidence in
the administrative leadership
of the University.

t, Giving

Each Response*

Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1

Arts 6 56 33 6 6 61 28 6

Business 8 24 44 24 12 32 44 12

Engineering 8 65 19 8 20 68 8 4

Humanities 0 23 27 50 4 32 46 18

Natural Science 4 33 18 44 4 31 38 27

Social Sci. :ce 3 22 49 27 3 29 43 26

Medicine 4 46 34 16 13 54 24 9

Dent-Law 0 38 56 6 0 69 31 0

Others 7 37 37 19 11 43 32 14

TOTAL 4 40 35 21 10 48 30 12

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

1The 1970 ACE study (1) reports that 51, of the university faculty rated the

administration at their institution "Excellent" or "Good % 49"' chose the re-

sponses "Fair" or "Poor".
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Table 10 tabulates the extent of agreement each faculty unit expressed to the

two statements "the administration is working toward well-formulated goals"

and "in general, I have confidence in the administrative leadership of the

University". Threc-fourths of the faculty chose the middle of the road responses

of "tend to agree" or "tend to disagree".

In addition to the varying power structures perceived by the different

faculty units, the concept of "the administration" was further confounded by

changes in the governance structure of the University immediately preceeding

the distribution of this questionnaire. The University Senate was disbanded

in favor of a University Council that included staff members and students as

well as faculty and administrative officers; many standing University committees

were reorganized as part of the Council, student government was suspended and

the Faculty Senate was created.

Table 11

University Council

24. Please indicate the response that best describes your reaction

to the following statements concerning the new University Council.

Responses

Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree

Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree
Giving

Each Response

The size of the Council will prevent its acting effectively

as a decision-making body

The University committee structure will be improved by

functioning through the Council

The new University Council will weaken the influence

of the faculty
The Council will provide A means for developing a

university consensus on questions of policy

Increasing cooperation among faculty, staff, and students

will develop through the Council

The Council will restrict the powers of the president

and vice-presidents
The student members are unlikely to have significant

influence
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University Council

The Council was created in concept .luring the 1972-73 academic year. The

summer and fall of 1973 was a period of organization and definition which in-

cluded a name change to President's Advisory Council. The responses to state-

ments about the Council, tabulated in Table 11, show primarily the absence of

strong agreement or disagreement. The responses to the first and seventh

statements indicate that the faculty did not anticipate the Council acting as

a strong decision-making body that would restrict the powers of the president

and vice-presidents.

Agreement with Department Goals

Although the sources and amount of influence upon departmental affairs

varies from one unit to another the results do not. There are no significant

differences noted in the responses of the six faculty units who answered the

question of Item 8: Are you in agreement with the present goals and directions

of your department? Thirty-one percent of the respondents chose the response,

"Yes. almost completely" and an additional 48 responded, "Yes, with some

major reservations." "No, not for the most part" was the response of 18r., and

3.. said "No, not at all."

Personnel Practices

During the past few years there has been a great deal of discussion on

policies concerning tenure, salary levels, and teaching loads. Item 25 asks

the faculty whetnt! uniccrmity of practice in those areas should be at the

university, school, or departmental level. The difference in the responses of

the nine faculty units tabulated in Table 12 is statistically significant. In

general, the faculty of Medicine and Dentistry-Law are less likely than the

other faculties to prefer uniformity at the university level. The Dentistry-

LAW fac:ulty unit tended to prefer uniformity 4ithin the school, while the
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Table 12

Uniformity of Personnel Practices

25. At what level should there be ,uniformity of practice on each of the

following matters?

Responses
4 University 3 School 2 Department 1 None

Tenure 4 3 2 1

Salary level 4 3 2 1

Teaching loads 4 3 2 1

Sabbatical or other leaves 4 3 2 1

Percent Selecting University (4) or School (3) Responses

Faculty Unit
Tenure*-

Univ School
Salaries*

Univ School

Loads*
Univ School

Leaves
Univ School

Arts 65 18 71 12 29 18 53 6

Business 69 27 23 46 15 69 46 46

Engineering 59 26 26 44 15 56 63 33

Humanities 38 43 67 19 43 38 62 33

Natural Science 66 10 34 28 3 34 63 17

Social Science 57 20 41 38 34 37 63 23

Medicine 52 41 10 45 10 29 50 36

Dent-Law 33 60 7 80 0 53 47 47

Other 64 34 48 41 39 46 66 23

Rank
Assistant 43 40 31 36 22 33 47 35

Associate 57 33 39 46 23 48 63 25

Professor 72 19 32 38 20 44 65 26

TOTAL 56 33 28 41 19 38 56 31

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
'Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

Medical faculty were relatively more accepting of variation between departments,

especially for salaries and teaching loads.

An element of self-serving opinion may be a factor in rating the desirable

level of uniformity. Although 72 of professors thought that there should be

university uniformity on tenure, the majority of assistant professors preferred

school or department indepenuence. There is a perfect correspondence between

the relative proportion of each faculty unit preferring university uniformity
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of salary levels and the average salary of that unit. That is, the lower

the average salary, the greater the preference for university uniformity.

(The Medical faculty is excluded from this generality for lack of comparable

salary data). A similar, but less direct, relationship is noted between the

average teaching load of the five faculty units reported in OIS 71-12(3) and

preferred level of uniformity. The two units with the lowest averacft course

credits of the Spring 1971 semester were the least likely to prefer university

uniformity of teaching loads.

The variety of faculty opinion on the desirable level of uniformity

probably contributes to the largely negative response to the statement in

item 29, "personnel policies and practices are consistent and fair". Thirty-

two percent of the respondents "strongly disagree " with that statement and

32 percent "tend to disagree". Thirty-five percent "tend to agree" and only

`e.)
(most of whom are in Medicine) "strongly agree". No significant differences

were noted between ranks.

Tenure

Item 26 contains two statements about tenure and asked the faculty to

indicate their approval or disapproval. As a whole, the majority of faculty

would be receptive to a revision (unspecified) of the tenure system, but would

disapprove of a university quota on tenured faculty (See Table 13). One-fourth

of the faculty of Business, Engineering and LAS expressed strong disapproval

of a revision of the tenure system compared with only of the rest of the

respondents. The assistant professors of all units were most likely to approve

of a revision.
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Table 13

Tenure

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been

proposed or discussed.

Responses

4 Strongly pprove 2 Disapprove with Reservations I

3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove

Giving
Each Response

4 3 2 1

Revision of the tenure system.

TOTAL* 34 30 25 11

Assistant Professor 54 30 12 4

Associate and Full 19 30 30 20

A university quota on tenured faculty.

TOTAL 6 20 37 37

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
',Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

Salary

There is no disagreement between faculty units nor faculty ranks on the

desirability of establishing "a minimum salary for each professional rank".

Sixty-nine percent "strongly approve" and 21': "approve with reservations". Six

percent "disapprove with reservations" and four percent "strongly disapprove".

Disagreement is noted between faculty units on degree or approval of "a

faculty salary scale with established increases within ranks" and "a faculty

collective bargaining unit". The majority of the faculty approved of both

statements. The strongest expression of disapproval came from the Business

and Engineering faculty (See Table 14) for both proposals. The percentage

choosing the "strongly disapprove" response for a collective bargaining unit

increaseu in accordance with rank.
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Table 14

Salary

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been

proposed or discussed.

Responses

4 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove with Reservations]

3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove

A faculty salary scale with
established increases within
ranks.*

Giving
Each Response

A faculty collective bargaining
unit.*°

% Giving

Each Response

Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1

Arts 62 38 0 0 20 67 13 0

Business 23 31 35 12 8 16 44 32

Engineering 37 26 30 7 15 37 18 30

Humanities 67 19 5 10 43 24 19 14

Natural Science 63 23 10 3 33 41 11 15

Social Science 50 31 11 8 49 20 20 11

Medicine 47 44 9 0 22 44 20 14

Dent-Law 47 41 6 6 12 44 44 0

Other 50 32 11 7 23 35 23 19

Rank

Assistant 54 28 15 3 28 39 27 5

Associate 50 32 8 10 25 36 22 18

Professor 43 38 15 5 24 30 18 27

TOTAL 48 35 12 4 25 37 22 16**

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
°Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

**The ACE 1970 study (1) reports that 46% of the university faculty "strongly

agree" or "agree with reservations" with the statement "Collective bargain-

ing has no place in a college or university". In 1973 (2), only 38%

were in agreement.
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Faculty Evaluations

The two forms of faculty evaluation mentioned, i.e. faculty profiles and

student evaluation, are approved by a majority of faculty in each rank and

within each unit. The modal response for each was "approve with reservations."

(See Table 15)

Table 15

Faculty Evaluation

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been

proposed or discussed.

Responses

14 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove with Reservations

3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove

% Giving
Each Response

4 3 2 1

Routine formal student evaluation of teachers. 28 46 16 10

Faculty profiles for evaluating performance. 26 54 12 8

Affirmative Action

"Positive implementation of the Affirmative Action program" is approved

by the majority of faculty in each unit. Table 16 shows that the greater the

number of women faculty within the unit the stronger the approval although in

no case does the proportion of women respondents exceed 22Z. The responses of

the women did not differ significantly from those of the men who answered the

item; however, one-third of men failed to give a response.
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Table 16

Affirmative Action

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been
proposed or discussed.

Responses
i 4 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove with Reservations
3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove

Positive implementation of the Affirmative Action program.*

Giving
Each Response

Women on
Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 Faculty

Arts 50 50 0 0 13'

Business 19 44 12 25 2.

Engineering 18 41 24 18 1"

Humanities 50 33 11 6 16-

Natural Science 25 50 20 5 7

Social Science 39 48 9 3 15.

Medicine 17 56 22 5

Dent-Law 23 38 8 31 15

Other 46 43 8 3 22

TOTAL 28 49 16 8

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

Academic Directions

The proposal for the sharing of faculty and facilities with other academic

and research institutions was approved in principle by 92% of the respondents.

As a whole, the faculty tend to "approve with reservations" an increased

emphasis, in research and education, on the urban environment. The greatest

approval comes from the faculties of Social Science and "Other" graduate-pro-

fessional schools. Over half of the Humanities faculty chose the two responses

of disapproval. Table 17 details the responses of the faculty units for the

statements concerning academic directions.
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Table 17

Academic Directions

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been proposed or

discussed.

Responses
4 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove with Reservations 1
3_ A.-,prove with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove

Sharing of faculty &
facilities with other
academic & research
institutions.

Increased emphasis, in
research & education,
on the urban environ-
ment.*

Giving

Each Response

, Giving

Each Response
Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1

Arts 56 38 6 0 8 54 38 0

Business 32 56 8 4 8 62 25 4

Engineering 52 37 7 4 8 50 33 8

Humanities 60 35 0 5 24 24 29 24

Natural Science 52 33 11 4 16 52 28 4

Social Science 49 49 3 0 25 53 11 11

Medicine 46 46 7 2 18 54 22 6

Dent-Law 71 24 6 0 44 25 25 6

Other 54 43 2 0 36 45 19 0

TOTAL 50 42 6 2 21 50 23 6

Fatuity Unit

Arts

Business
Engineering
Humanities
Natural Science
Social Science
Medicine
Dent-Law
Other

TOTAL

Increased develop-
ment of multi-
disciplinary centers.*

Giving

Each Response
4

14

23

17

33
19

40
26
50

56

31

3 2 1

57 14 14

54 23 0

65 13 4

43 14 10

23 42 15

38 16 5

60 10 4

38 6 6

37 7 0

50 14 5

Increased emphasis on
employment-focused
education.*

. Giving

Each Response
4 3 2 1

7 33 53 7

0 58 42 0
4 52 44 0

5 62 19 14

8 46 35 12

11 33 33 2?
22 42 26 11

38 38 25 0

30 46 21 2

17 44 30 9

*Responses faculty units uijer at the .05 level of significance
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bpansion of
international
programs and
activities.*

Giving

Each Response
4 3 2 1

50 43 7 0
22 35 39 4

16 44 28 12

33 48 19 0

17 46 25 12

33 44 19 3

18 55 23 4

60 27 13 0
43 41 16 0

27 47 22 4

Appointment of
a Provost.*

;.; Giving

Each Response
4 3 2 1

14 57 29 0

19 50 25 6

12 29 41 18

20 20 0 60
11 6 33 50
15 45 15 25
8 50 28 15

20 60 20 0

12 21 47 21

12 39 28 21



Approximately 40: of the faculty of Business, Engineering and Natural Sciences

express a measure of disapproval toward expansion of ioternational programs

and activities, compared to 2C or less of the other units. Increased develop-

ment of multi-disciplinary centers is approved by 70 - 93' of the faculty of all

units except Natural Science where over half chose a response of disapproval.

An increased emphasis on employment-focused education elicited few responses of

strong approval or disapproval. A tendency toward approval is noted in all

faculty units except Arts and Social Sciences.

Responses to the idea of appointing a Provost reveals the greatest dif-

ferences of opinion between the faculty units. Ei:hty percent of the Dental -

Law faculty approve, 33 of the Natural Science faculty disapprove.

Academic Schedule

Item 32 asked the faculty to state their preference among four alterna-

tive academic scheaules. Three of the alternatives provided for the ending of

the first session prior to the Christmas vacation. The current calendar, which

schedules the last two weeks of classes of the first semester after the vaca-

tion has been the subject of much criticism. For the total faculty surveyed

37, preferred the current sched.,;le, 36',0 prefer the trimester, and a 4-1-4

schedule is attractive to 23 . The quarter system was selected by only 5. of

the respondents.

The faculty units differed in their preferences (See Table 18). A majority uf

the Arts and Engineering prefer the current schedule. The trimester is preferred

by a majority of the Alisiness faculty and by a plurality of the Natural and Social

Sciences faculty. The 4-1-4 was the most popular alternative of the Humanities

faculty. The faculty of the professional/graduate schools are evenly divided

(391 in their preference for a trimester or the current schedule. The responses

from the Law, Dental and Medical schools which set their own schecules, were omitted.

32



Table 18

Preferred Acae.emic Schedule

32. Which academic schedule would you prefer?

Trimester with first session ending before Christmas
Quarters with first session ending before Christmas
4-1-4 with first session enaing before Christmas
2 semesters plus summer (current schedule)

Faculty Unit Trimester

Percent Giving Each Response

Quarters 4-1-4 Current

Arts 6 0 31 62
Business 62 8 12 19
Engineering 15 4 30 52
Humanities 24 0 43 33
Natural Science 45 7 7 41
Social Science 42 6 32 19
Others (except Law, Medicine, 39 7 16 39

DertiAry)

TOTAL* 36 5 23 37

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

Individual Satisfac ions and Aggravations

A sense of well-being (or discontent) in a job is derived frw a complex

interaction of many factors, including accordance with the goals of the employer

organization, respect for one's co-workers, institutional support systems

for the performance of one's auties, expectation of recognition and the degree

to which self-aspirations are achieved. This section of the report will describe

those items which tend to be specific to the individual and his or her situation

within the university.

33



Evaluations

The faculty show a commendable pride in their departments. Fifty-

three percent rdtea their departments "one of the best" within their school

and 39. believe it to be "one of the best" within the "niversity. The responses

to the above comparisons did not vary significantly between faculty units,

but striking differences were noted in the comparisons relative to the dis-

cipline nationally. "One of the best" was again the most frequent response

of the Arts and Engineering faculties; the majority of the faculty in Business

and LAS were content with the claim of "above average". The responses to

this question are tabulated in Table 19.

Table 19

Evaluations of Departments

5. How would you evaluate your department (quality of faculty, students, cur-

ricula, etc.) relative to other departments in your school, at the University

and within the discipline nationally?

Responses

7-4 One of the Best 2 Below Average

3 Above Average 1 Well Belcw Average t

Base of Corparison

School 53 36 9 1

University 39 49 11 1

Discipline* 21 55 19 6

(by faculty unit)
Arts 42 42 10 5

Business 8 75 8 8

Engineering 48 26 26 0

Humanities 9 64 23 4

Natural Science 4 74 15 7

Social Science 16 51 27 5

Giving
Each Response

4 3 2 1_ _

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
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When asked to indicate on a 7-point scale (1=Poor '''Excellent) how

good a place USC is for students and faculty, the respondents gave a moderate

response averaging 4.6 for both graduate and undergraduate students. In

both instances the distribution was slightly skewed with a mode of 5 and with

only choosing the lowest possible response. Differences were noted be-

tween faculty units. (See Table 20)

Table 20

Evaluations of USC

9. In general, how good of a place do you think

USC is for students, faculty, and yourself? I

7 6 5 3 2 1

Under-

Average Ratings

Graduate

Faculty Unit grads Students Faculty

Arts 5.1 4.9 4.6

Business 4.8 5.0 4.6

Engineering 4.7 5.3 4.3

Humanities 4.8 4.7 4.1

Natural Science 4.2 4.2 4.1

Social Science 4.6 3.8 4.2

TOTAL 4.6* 4.6* 4.3

Your-
Self

5.3
5.0
4.3
4.3
3.9
4.2

4.4*°

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
-Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

A somewhat unfavorable response was given to the statement in item 29

asking extent of agreement with the statement "the organization of USC is

designed for the primary purpose of meeting the academic needs of the students".

Seven percent strongly agree, 36r tend to agree, 42Z tend to disagree and 16%

strongly disagree. Responses of the various faculty units differed significantly.

Only i.i the schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Law did a majority of the

faculty g4ve the agreement responses. The greatest proportion of disagreement
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responses came from the LAS faculty.

The faculty gave u ,,lightly lower, although still favorable, rating

of USC for faculty anu therselves than for students. Ratings of how

good a place USC is for the!.selves varied from an average of 4.4 (on the

7-point scale) by faculty unit ana by rank. The Arts and Business faculty

gave ratings of 5.3 and 5.0 respectively. The other four units gave ratings

from 3.9 to 4.3. (See Table A) The assistant professors had an average

rating of 4.0, associate professors 5.0, and professors 4.4.

Predictions

Although the responses of the nine faculty units differ statistically,

the ;iajority of the respondents (55;j think that USC will be a better place

for undergraduate students five years from now (Table 21). Among the six

faculty units which offer an undergraduate program the Ennineering faculty

are most optimistic of a change for the better. Fewer of the Arts and LAS

faculty anticipate improvement for the graduate students than the respondents

from the other units and a fair number predict a change for the worse. For

the total sample the differences in the responses for graduate and undergraduate

students do not differ significantly.

Fewer faculty predicted that USC would be a better place for faculty or

themselves than made that prediction for students. The dominant response

(almost half of the respondents) was that there would be "no change" in the next

five years. About one-third expected imporvernent, but 16-13:. expected it to be

a worse place for faculty and themselves. The pessimism was ore pronounced

among LAS faculty, of who,' about one-third predicted a change for the worse.

These results are detailed in Table 21.
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Table 21

Five Year Predictions of USC

31. Do you think that USC will be a better or worse place for students, faculty, and
yourself five years from now?

Responses
3 Better 2 No Change 1 Worse 1

Percent Giving Each Response

Under-

grads*

Grad
Students* faculty* Yourself

Faculty Unit 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1

Arts 44 56 0 38 56 6 31 62 6 44 56 0
Business 38 62 0 52 48 0 32 52 16 33 46 21
Engineering 62 31 8 38 62 0 28 48 24 31 38 31
F;umani ties 35 60 5 35 45 20 10 55 35 15 65 20
Natural Science 47 43 10 30 60 10 17 53 30 25 57 18
Social Science 46 46 9 31 51 17 23 49 29 24 48 27
Medicine 65 33 2 57 38 5 44 47 9 43 43 14
Dent-Law 75 25 0 76 24 0 65 35 0 65 24 12
Other 49 46 5 57 39 4 34 50 16 30 49 21
Total 55 41 6 49 44 7 35 49 16 36 46 18

Less Medicine,
Dent-Law & Other 47 42 6

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

Some insights into these predictions concerning faculty is offered by

item 23, which asks for an expression of faculty optimism or pessimism of

their own individual prospects during the next several years. As shown in Table

22, the two areas wost closely related to university practices, prospects for

adequate salary increases and opportunity for a better position at USC, received

ratings of 3.0 and 3.2. In both instances the modal response was 1, very

pessimistic, and only 4 chose the very optimistic response of 7. Prospects

for securing adequate research funds received an average rating of 3.4, which

varied from one faculty unit to GnoLher in a manner loosely related to current

availability of research funds. the faculty did not express great concern
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abo...:t a possible loss of personal job mobility. Sixty percent gave a response

of 5 or more to prospects of an attractive offer from another university

resulting in an average rating of 4.8.

Table 22
..? ."-

.4.,

Il., r..)

fr, .

Personal Prospects sN;, ` ....:

.,

ei .

4. *...
.... to

..N &)

IC
47'. ej

LI i 1 1

28. How do you feel about your prospects
during tne next several years for:

Average
Ratings

adequate salary increases 3.0
opportunity for a better position at USC 3.2

securing adequate research funds 3.4*

in attractive offer from another university 4.8

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

The theme of moderate pessimism is continued with the ratings of pros-

pects for new appointments and promotions within the departments for the next

several years. On a 7-point scale, where a response of 7=Excellent prospects

and 1=Very Poor, prospects for new appointments at the instructor and assistant

professor ranks achieved only a moderate average rating of 4. The faculty saw

even less likelihood of new appointments at the professor and associate pro-

fessor ranks. The average ratings are instructor 4.2, assistant professor 4.6,

associate professor 2.9 and professor 2.6. Prospects for promotions of current

faculty to associate professor or professor appear somewhat brighter (average

ratings of 3.4 for associate, 3.1 for professor) than for new appointments at

that level. The average ratings of the faculty units, which differ signifi-

cantly on each of the six scale, are givon in Table 23.
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Table 23

e o
Appointments and Promotions NN (t

(.,

C

e

27. In general, how would you rate the prospects within 47
your department for the next several years for:

i I

g 5 4 3 Z 1

Faculty Unit

new appointments as:

Inst Asst Assoc Prof

promotion to:

Assoc Prof

Arts 4.4 3.8 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.9
Business 4.6 5.7 3.8 4.0 3.1 3.0
Engineering 3.3 5.1 3.0 3.2 2.4 3.9
Humanities 2.6 5.2 2.6 2.8 3.2 3.1

Natural Science 3.1 5.3 2.4 2.4 3.5 4.0
Social Science 3.0 4.3 3.0 3.1 3.9 3.6
Medicine 5.0 4.4 3.1 2.4 3.6 3.0
Dent-Law 3.3 3.2 1.9 1.5 3.4 2.2

Other 4.5 4.7 2.6 2.0 3.1 2.7

Faculty Rank

Assistant 4.3 4.8 2.8 2.6 3.1 2.6
Associate 3.7 4.5 2.8 2.8 3.3 3.2
Professor 3.8 4.7 3.1 2.8 3.7 3.7

TOTAL 4.2* 4.6* 2.9* 2.6* 3.4* 3.1*'

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

With the tightening of prospects for new faculty appointments, 61% of

the faculty expect an improvement in the quality of applicants for whatever

positions are available. Twenty-seven percent predict no change and 12% predict

a decline in quality. Almost half of the faculty predict no change in the

quality of the students, one-third predict an improvement, and one-fifth a

decline. (See Table 24) More of the Social Science faculty than the others

expect an improvement in their graduate students. Only the faculty of units

with graduate and undergraduate programs answered this item. (See Table 24)
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Table 24

Quality Predictions

4. What changes at USC during the next
several years do you predict regarding
the academic qualities of:

undergraduate students
graduate students
applicants for faculty

positions

Percent Giving Each Response

No

Improve Change_ Decline

33 48 19

36 45 19*

61 27 12

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

University Services and Facilities

Evaluations of general university services and facilities are detailed

in Table 25. In every instance but one, the most frequent response of those

who expressed an opinion was that their needs are met "Adequately". The

exceptional case is "availability of parking" where 46', of the sample said

that their needs are "Poorly" met.

Table 25

Evaluations of Services and Facilities

18. How well do the services and facilities listed below meet your needs

efficiently and effectively?

Responses

[11 Very Well 3 Adequately 2 Poorly 1 No Opinion 1

(1; Giving

Each Response
Average

4 3 2 1 Ratings

Faculty Center 21 33 21 25 3.0*(

Campus Mail 17 54 25 4 2.9

Bookstore 16 50 32 2 2.8

Printing Office 11 27 13 49 2.9

Audio-Visual Services 13 34 25 28 2.8*

Payroll Office 28 53 11 8 3.2

Insurance and Retirement Office 23 51 11 15 3.1

Government Accounting Office 9 28 16 47 2.9*

Campus Security Office 20 56 10 15 3.1

Availability of Parking 9 39 47 6 2.6

Maintenance of Buildings 10 54 29 7 2.8

Purchasing Office 6 32 17 45 2.8*

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

)Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance
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In most cases the number of people choosing the "Poorly" response exceeded

those saying "Very Well" resulting in average rating of less than "Adequately"

among those who had an opinion.

Item 19 deals with the various equipment, materials, facilities and

services needea by faculty to accomplish their professional duties at USC. For

each item listed, the faculty were asked to indicate its importance to them-

selves and the extent to which their needs were met. The item rated "Important"

or "Essential" by the largest percentage (94,) of the respondents is library

materials for their students. Closely following are an office for quiet

desk work (93 ), library materials for research (90-) and the services of

secretaries or clerks (90.). The relative importance of the individual items

and their availability :aried by faculty unit. The I column in Table 26 shows

the percentage of faculty in each unit who considered each service or supplies

"important" or "essential". The N column shows the percentage of faculty by

unit who felt that their need for an item that they considered "important" or

"essential" was "adequately" or "generously" met. The variation by item by

faculty unit is such that generalization is difficult. In examining Table 26

the reader should avoid over-interpretation of differences among faculty

units when the reported percentages are based on a small manber of responses.
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Table 27

Resource Allocation

29. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that each
of the following statements are true at USC.

Responses
IT Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree
3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

Resources are allocated
among schools and depart-
ments according to a
rational plan.

The top administrators are
actively concerned with the
maintenance of conditions
that facilitate and encourage
the work of the faculty.

Faculty Unit

Giving
Each Response

% Giving
Each Response *

4 3 2 1

0 6 78 17

4 8 60 28
4 31 46 19

0 18 46 36

0 28 28 45
0 27 32 40
0 31 52 17

0 21 57 21

5 19 42 35

1 24 48 27

4

6

17

27

0

0
8

10
0
7

9

3

33
38
42
27

31
25
40
53
46

38

2

50
25
27
41
27
33

36
27

27

33

1

11

21

4

32

42
33

14

20
20

20

Arts

Business
Engineering
Humanities
Natural Science
Social Science
Medicine
Dent-Law
Other

TOTAL

Modal response=2 Modal response=3

* Resources of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

The responses shown in Table 27 to two attitudinal statements closely

related to the services and facilities provided faculty reveal a great deal

of dissatisfaction. Seventy-five percent of the total faculty tend to disagree

or strongly disagree that resources are allocated according to a rational plan

and slightly less than half believe that the top administrators are actively

concerned with facilitating the work of the faculty.

Reasons To Leave

Further insight into the myriad internal and external influences that affect

the faculty's job satisfaction is offered by the relative incentive value that
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the factors listed in item 20 (Table 28) would have on a decision to accept

a faculty position at another university. On this item the responses were

more likely to vary in accordance with academic rank rather than faculty unit.

The ratings of each factor were made on a 7-point scale where 7 indicates a

strong incentive to accept a faculty position at another university, 4 is defined

as a neutral value, and 1 indicates a strongly negative incentive value (See

Table 28).

Table 28

Incentives to Accept Another Position ..."\e, 1
o,..%
c .. a

k
co

0 'kg IL.,

20. Listed below are factors that might affect your decision ,,,,' ic..

to accept a faculty position at another university. Please r k.
0 4) ebI
1

each factor would have on your decision.
indicate the amount of positive or negative incentive value 1

7 6 3 1

Compensation

aP

Average Ratings

TOTALAP P

A 5 salary increase 4.7 4.1 4.1 4.3

A 10' salary increase 5.5 4.8 5.1 5.1

A 15 salary increase 6.1 5.5 5.8 5.8n

Promotion in academic rank 6.5 5.5 --- 6.00

More comprehensive fringe benefits 5.1 5.1 5.3 5.2

Physical environment
Being able to live near campus 5.3 5.1 5.0 5.1*

A university-centered social life 4.3 4.2 3.3 3.90

Living in a small university town 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.5

Leaving southern California 2.8 2.7 2.1 2.5u

University characteristics
Lighter teaching load 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.5

Better undergraduate students 5.4 4.9 5.4 5.3*

Less involvement with graduate students 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.1

A strong graduate program in your speciality 5.8 5.6 6.2 5.9'i

A large comprehensive department 4.7 4.4 4.6 4.6

More prestigious university 5.1 4.9 5.0 5.0

Less emphasis on research productivity 3.6 3.6 2.6 3.2''

Opportunity for university research funds 5.9 5.7 6.1 5.9

Participating with peers in a research group 5.6 5.2 5.3 5.4*

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

44



The job offer most likely to be accepted would be to an assistant pro-

fessor and include a promotion in rank (average rating = 6.5). A university

that offers a strong graduate program in the appropriate specialty and oppor-

tunity for university research funds would also be attractive (averacia ratings

are 5.9 for each factor). Less involvement with graduate students (2.1) and

Bess emphasis on research productivity (3.2) are the university characteris-

tics having the strongest negative values. A lighter teaching load (4.5) and

a large comprehensive department (4.6) are of only mild interest. A more

prestigious university (5.0), better undergraduate students (5.3) and partici-

pating with peers in a research group (5.4) are somewhat stronger attractions.

Being able to live near campus was given a positive rating of 5.1 by

the faculty; however, a university-centered social life (3.9) is a neutral

factor and living in a small university town (3.5) is mildly negative. Leaving

southern California is definitely a negative factor, receiving the second low-

est rating of 2.5.

A 5. salary increase has a near neutral value of 4.3, a 10Z increase is

more interesting (5.1) and a 15: increase is definitely attractive (5.8). The

associate professors tended to assign a lower value to salary increases than did

the professors and assistant professors. More comprehensive fringe benefits

has about the same rating (5.2) as a 10:,. salary increase (5.1).

Reward System

Recognition for a job well done is a critical element of job satisfaction

and the faculty were asked to indicate on a 7-point scale the extent to which

they think that USC has appreciated and rewarded their work at the University.

(Table 29) The responses form a rectangular type of distribution. Less than

5, chose each of the extreme responses of 1 and 7, the other 90,, were spread
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Table 29

Perceived Reward
21t
0

qJ

.11

23. To wnat extent 1:16 you think USC has appreciated and

rewarded your work at the University?
17 J4 1

1.

Percent Giving Each Response

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

5 14 21 18 20 18 4

aP AP P Total

Average Ratings 3.5 4.2 4.2 4.0c

Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance.

almost evenly over the responses 2 through 6. The average rating for assistant

professors is 3.5; for associate and full professors the average is 4.2.

A good reward system presumes a uniform, and preferably valid, measure

of faculty performance. In the case of a multi-purpose organization like a

university where the faculty is expected to contribute to many goals of unde-

fined relative impnrtance, it is particularly difficult to assess individual

accomplishment. On items 21 and 22 the faculty were asked to show on a 7-point

scale the extent that USC seems to value faculty service in each of eight areas

and to mark the areas in which they feel that they have made an finportant con-

tribution. Three questions were asked:

1) which areas are perceived by the faculty to be highly valued at USC?

2) in which areas do the faculty believe that they have made an important

contribution?

3) do the faculty who believe that they have made an important contribution
in the areas perceived to be highly valued at USC also believe that their

contributions have been rewarded?

The answers to these questions are indicated in Table 30. Although the absolute

values assignee to each area by the six facu'ty units differed, there is a definite
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Table 30

Perceived USC Values
and Personal Contributions

4;
'042i*.P). To what extent does it seem to you that USC values 4°

faculty contributions in each of the following areas?

22. Please make a check mark (v) on the line next to the 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

areas in which you believe you have made an important
contribution.

Perceived
USC

Value

Faculty
who have

contributed

Perceived Reward

Made a No
contribution contribution

Securing research funds 5.6* 25%* 4.0 3.9

Scholarly reputation of
faculty 5.4 62%' 4.1 3.8

Training of graduate/
professional students 4.5* 6/Yo 4.0 3.9

Service to industry and
business 4.1* 16`", 4.3 3.9

Service to local government
and public institutions 3.9* 16% 3.7 4.0

Participation on department,
school and university
committees 3.7* 49% 4.1 3.9

Improving the undergraduate
experience 3.7(' 41%* 3.8 4.1

Undergraduate classroom
teaching 3.6' 57% 3.7 4 3 **

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
°Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

**Average perceived rewards differ significantly at the .05 level of significance.
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consensus that the two faculty services most highly valued at USC are securing

research funds and the ',choidrly reputation of the faculty. Closely following

is the training of graol....e!professional students. The faculty who believe

that they have made an important contribution in those areas do no have a

greater sense of being personally rewarded than those not working in those

areas. In only one area, that viewed to be least valued at USC, did the

average perceived reward differ significantly according to whether or not the

faculty had contributed. The 57 of the respondents who believe that they

have made an important contribution to undergraduate eassroom teaching have

an average perceived reward of 3.7; those not contributing have an average

perceived reward of 4.3.

,n examination was made of the other questionnaire items to determine

whether faculty who believe that their work has been rewarded and appreciated

by USC differ in any way from those who do not feel that they have been rewarded.

Those findings will be presented in a supplementary report.

Satisfaction With Oneself

the best form of recognition and reward is what one accords oneself. A

sense of achieving success and the degree to which one is fulfilling one's per-

sonal aspirations are perhaps the best measure of job satisfaction. Looking

only at the modal responses to the three items illustrated in Table 31, we find

that, although the faculty consider themselves "fairly successful", their scholarly

productivity is "slightly below" their personal asiprations. Nevertheless, if

they could do it all over again they would still choose to be a college professor.
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Table 31

Satisfaction with Oneself

6. Using the measure appropriate to your discipline, how would you classify
the amount of your scholarly productivity in the past two years relative
to: your personal asiprations?

Well above 12?',

Slightly above 27:

Slightly below 45c:,

-All below 16'.:

12. Comparing yourself with other academicians of your age and professional
background, how successful do you consider yourself in your career?

USC ACE (2)
Very successful TE
Fairly successful 57% 68%
Fairly unsuccessful 10% 6%
Very unsuccessful OZ

11. If you were to begin your career again, would you still want to be a college
professor?

Definitely yes 52%
Probably yes 36%
Probably no 11%

Definitely no 1%

CONCLUSIONS

On a day-to-day basis the USC faculty seem to be fairly happy. They

like the professorial job, they respect their students and colleagues, and

are for the most part in agreement with departmental and institutional goals.

There is a sense of estrangement between faculty and administration that appears

to be associated with personnel practices rather than the academic program.
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BASIC DATA

(Number of Faculty Giving Each Resoonse)

(NR = No Response)

Faculty Survey
Fall 1973

BEST COP1 10M11 ABLE

Instructions

To answer each item, please circle the number of the respoo:,e which best expresses

your opinion.

LAS faculty should interpret "School" as synonymous with their LAS Division.

1. How much interest do you have in each of the four
aspects of professional activity dec,,:ibed below:

Administration - development and cstablish.xent of
academic policies, practices, program!,

Performnce - use of professional skills to solve
a problem, to devise a prou:dure, ur to create r,(: -

thing, e.g., music, a painting, building, etc.

Research - participation in spe.ific projccis th: t

include the collection, ora.oli:..-t.ion dhO
of data for the advencemcnt of kic-J41(njqe

Teaching - the training and cduc;itio,. of student:,
including direction of stoOent r,_uarch ?nd
advisement

2. What forms of r'rsonal coni:!ct ha.. you h;d in

administrative officers li:AQLI Circle: th.:t

at,

It,

NCj

4

Qj'kr

NR

.7 19 22 11 8

27 t, 9 11 7 12

9 7 0 6

6

;'!ith the

P ,r t-'01"

1.; A teler ,.C.

4 An infun. :1

3 A forml ". : ?r Li oe in a .1al! (:rnur

2 Particiv...ti - :

1 A writtfil

lirc7; .4 ;:.:i .1 . .

Arly V.r...;,,;L:-.;t . . 1.3u

Tle i, ..:1 r : ..,;,.p.,r S ,.cl,. A . . . . 0.

52

4

U.

NR

45 74

u9 36



CIRCLE A RESMiSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM BST COPY AMAMI
3. In general, do you usually think of 8. Are you in agreement with the present

yourself prinrily as a ....T.b.Jr of gals and directions of your
your: department?

university W)
departrent bi- sch:oi (. .)

discipline (..,)
......

4. What charges at la during the reXt
several ycirs e.-3 you p%:;ict r.'7-
garding the acadcr.ic qu:iities of:

PPrpireAs

1 3 Improv- 4: ;* i LI !fl- . l i.)0,- 1 ;....71

7: :il

undergraduate students
graduate students. .

applicants for faculty
positions

5. How would you evaluate your der:Irt-
ment (quality of faculty, studunts,
curricula, ctc.) relativ. to oth:r
department': in at /h-:

University and tni? disci-

pline rationally:

Pr:sl.encpc

4 One of th:: 1,s! 2 cver,7?
3 Above avr:(::, 3 :

School . . .

USC
Discipline .

flenr,r.n%f.c fo It,,7.c. (S ..nd 7

[--

4-1;1:71 :1[7: uVcr '' .

3 Sliflitly at':r.se (....,:,we

2 Slightly i.:low ;vcr,.gcl

1 1!-11 171(1.1 avor!.:-

6. Using the 1;

your di!k.iplin7.. how Cl(IS-

sity th:
productivili in the p.''
relative to:

faculty in y: :r de..'Irtrunt

faculty of _r .

peers in yk-,,,c diLiriin?.

your personal dspir,tions

7. HOW would lf ar. a

teacher f, r:

L---] 1 1

undergradu.lt: .

grrld,,Itc . . .

Yes, al-lost corTletely (50)
Yes, with seTe rajor reservations (7b)
No, not for the most part . . . (30
No, not at all ( 5)

9. In general, how good of a place do
( 4)

you think USC is for students,
faculty, and yourself?

OOZ

c.121

.441 i ti
Undergraduate 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

students. . . 7 29 15496 14J 2176 it 2
Graduate student
Faculty DI 1.8 38 29 14 4
Yourself. . . . 19 35 31 26 24 i8 10

NE
3

3

5

10. What is your opinion of the amount of
emphasis put on puhlicz:tions and
teaching ability in determining rank
and salary within your depart:oent and
school and the University?

Rennown
loo ruch
About the riyht mphasis
Too little irr.hisis

Publications
Depart :nil.

ScLuul
USC

Tvil(hii:7 Ability

.nt

UFC...

3 I 1 NE

14)4 10L 14 5

60 7u 19 12
57 bt.: 17

Y3 7

io t,7 77 13
b yr Li4

11. lf you to begin your cProer
onl,i you mill want to be

a 1..fr,frsor?

ycs
Pri.1::61., yes (c.1)

P1: 1;)1:1. (b)
Dciinitely no ( )

( 0)
ri.. with ott,-Ir

rend pr.!fessiooill
I ' :Jr you
cos:. in your ,.:eer?

: or C' J

F. ro' . 'a I53

(55)

(95)
(16
( 0)
( 1)



CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

13. How often do you experience therf=gEtypes of

personal interaction with other faculty in your

departmNit?

Informal casual fcllooship (coffee, lunch,

901, etc )

Collaboration on ;:octcsionil projects
Informal profes:.1cr.:1 co!:,:ult:tion or di:,cutsicNs

Parties and ciVcr 7;76.1 e.:;:nic
Social oz:therings that inci6Je students

14. To what eytcnt do yoiJ fac1 a lryalty and cr!..-!.it.-nt

to each of the units listed L:low?

Your dcrartcnt
Your scl.pol

The Univorsi'y

. 15. Pleast chlre? cr intcrc!r,t you

have in inldiry th pc)!A;..

(not necc:c.ariiy at USC).

Departmont chaitin
than of an ac:(LT.ic uL;4,

Vice-Pr:!Li6ent
President

16. Please i1,Aict47 PYt._rt !^ . :11.',eh you ft

of obl;gation fcr servi:(: 1.

each of t;12 group:-

Faculty in yon
Coll;.Inits in
TotA
Stue...nL:, in

it i t , , ,

..

.

C. 1 t:'
1.. Z)! .

1 h-: cr,-; r Lt : . i

54

3

C.t
t

l . , r s
N

I V

-4

.4.

J
1

qc.z.

I.::g4i

.

e-
,C

k.' i;., -n ..1..e

r'''

...... ...

( F. 1 ^

28 .

r



CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM BEST COPY PI ItiLABLE

17. The statements below express opinions with which some faculty will agree and
others will disagree. Please indicate your opinion.

Responses
4 Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree
3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

The dominant need in my field is for the application and
utilization of existing knowledge rather than discovery
of new knowledge

A university professor should focus his attention on future
needs rather than on immediate problems

What I like best is making use of the skills and talent
I have in my own field

Faculty without professional contacts outside the university
world tend to become unrealistic and esoteric

The translation of my theoretical knowledge into a completed
product or program is a very exciting accomplishment . . .

The best measure of professional competence is ciality of
research

The development of a discipline requires study of topics
that may seem trivial to the generalist in the field . .

Most of my research is done solely to secure promotions and
salary increases

Attending professional meetings and reading the journals
are sufficient to stay current in the field

Teaching a lower division course is a waste of my knowledge
and expertise

In general, the most respected faculty are asked to serve on
important committees

Most faculty active on committees are seeking security and
influence they can't achieve as scholar-teachers

I'd rather leave the committee work to those who like that
sort of thing

Usually the most prestigious person is elected to chair
a department

Faculty active on committees have a great deal of influence
on the university

Every student should have some basic knowledge of my
discipline

I feel responsible if the students in my class don't seem
to have learned muci

My primary obligation to USC is to do a good job of teaching
my classes

The intellectual abilities and motivation of the USC students
make teaching a pleasure

Teaching effectiveness, not publications, should be the
primary basis for faculty promotion

55

63

lu

3h

8

6

21

3.

1..



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

18. How well do the services and facilities listed below meet your needs

efficiently and effectively?

Res onses

ery we 3 Adequate y

2

Faculty Center
_ _

Campus Mail
Bookstore
Printing Office
Audio-Visual Services
Payroll Office
Insurance and Retirement Office
Government Accounting Office
Campus Security Office. . .

Availability of Parking
Maintenance of Buildings
Purchasing Office

13

31

3. )

19. Listed below are various things a professor may need for his job. Please

indicate how important each is to you and the extent to which your needs are
met by USC or thr 'igh the department or other sub-division. EXCLUDE what

you individually :wide with external funds.

Responses

How Important to You?
Extent to Which
Needs are Met

4 EssentiaT 4 Very well, generously
3 Important 3 Adequately, usually no problem

2 Desirable 2 Minimally, must make adjustments

1 Not at all 1 Not at all

Materials and supplies for your
classes
research
office

Library materials for your
research
students

Equipment for your-
classes . . .

research
office

Services of
secretaries or clerks
technicians or mechanics
teaching assistants
research assistants

Office, studio, or laL.oratcry for
quiet desk work
student conferences
student research
your research

56
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_:.

I 12,'

How4rl.pyo ant):
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6r,
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Extent to which
needs are met
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CIRCLE A RESPMSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

BEST COPY IIVAILABIL

20. Listed below arc factors that might affect your deci;ion
to accept a faculty vsiticn at another university.
Please indicate the of positive or negatie
incentive vdiue etch have on your decision.

I C.°
co, <-

I

4b.

44
rat

e..4

(. 4 3 2

Being 6ble cz-:pus 2n 51

Particip:Llr:: ;:ith in a ri:werch group. .0
;t..: 4

A EV.: salary It 3c.) tt14 .10 11 9

Less involv-cnI: f1r31!ate stodc-nts fi 7.. t.

Better uneer^rc:c;u..;:: ,,tucLnts . ft( 7

Pro7.;otion in Ac rc.W. 5t 17 3:: 1

A university-cents ry! social life 9 57 1
More prestiqio!r:. 31

A lrge co:.;)reho..71..q: dev.rtInt .'9
Living in a town 9 it 2) 4t
Less emph3ris on Nc.r1rch 1roductivity _14 30 19
A 1C- ircr .

A stioni gro.1'4(.t( !orirFo..i in your spocialtJ . 0

OpportlmiLy Tor si research fund:
Leavinq Ciitornis sk

t.

A 1f Y: . t U

Lig!t!.1- it 1.1

Norf. .3fl

21. To t;li-it (1.:e.: i (.7, to you that MC vllic7.
faculty contrthoticJns in eilch ul the followit, aroa.

alb 4111111011,

.1.1 Im

cldou.1 t7oching
oi

SchrO. ly i;:nity
t;,C. experience

Secu..i;r1 r

to ;!Id basin- as

St.. ''ice to lccal rind . 'itu'
per, ran , . :7' sc!.-,o1 ar.1

UN ;1.::)it;y

22. Pka:;,.., a ci.LcA: (7) :n the in

%Mich Lelft-.y; you t.(: r'!. an ii.;i:ortunt

23. To ,!) .!:. I

;

57

A .;
...., ,,., ,c,0;

i:7'
,,

.7,,..,
L._ 1....1_ 4_ i_.1...;:i
I 2. ..4 .5 4.- .4.T
6 i.. i9 ''".,.., ,...

17: i.7 1:

5 ..

) .3'3 ..'.',

lo

....1 ,

7 6

8

.?(

'
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CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITE0

24. Please indicate the response that best descries yonr rev.ti-1 to tIT
following statnihtitatfyrning the ned University CoL,nril.

Bi53 CI° RI Res ones
Strongly h..wee TMT17.771) c-71

3 Tend to 7,-ree 1 Stronllv...m.......
The size of the Council will prevent its actinj eficcively

as a dcciFion-71Lin:
The Univcr:Acy r.7.--Att,*2o !t-ucl'ire will Le it....provui ry

function i r: tnrviln

The new University Cou:/.-.;1 ill waken the influence
of the f.iculo,

The.Council will r r.(:,:r1S for 0.t.yelo0!:1 a

university consensus on qu;7,7.1:ns of policy

Increasirg 1,-.ulty, staff, zri.::

will devilon thrcuzln
The Council will restrict tr.e rcy;.1.rs or 01 prk:sidi.

and vice-presidents
The stud,Int meribers are unlikely to have

influerce

aIn

Ja.

25. At what level should them to un;'..ot%ity of pl:'1AL( ( 'ch or th>

matters?

Responses
-11"

Tenur,
Salary ir'vel

Teachiri loads
Sabbatir,1 or othe lecvos

159

(.1

26. Ple.c, iAicutu your opinion on h..ve

or dicus.

:i

-44

i0t-

-3

3 Annrc,..r. %/1 4-.11 1...
..;

I.. : to 1 Si! ,i-i-

...._ .

.. i 1, ....., i 1,, i, ...,
i--

4

Shlrinq of .1cully and Ath other ec:,k1
r,1:.( Arch 130

A !;t1a.ty for e;:,.1, r;Ink

A foculty in
( ..

Appoirt. Ht. a Pro:oct.

A toi.ql t; b.lrf!Jinir, unit
Reviljon cf the tenure sy.f..tc

Routine :tuiont evalu,tic,n of teachers
A univo%li.; (,u0!.. on tenurel
Positi,re .!Intion of AC.tiCH

v--,h1c,is, in research and duLdtioh, on I 1;

,;L

.': ACti-i f

I ; j

Gtt r f :

C I t `.

58

i

tr . . . ......

t.

'1 .

11

7'

7)
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CIRCE!: A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EAC1 ITEM

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

27. in !ow would ,you rate the prospects within your ,c5`

depart:2nt for r :?xt scveral years for:
q9

new appoint:ns at the level of E 5 4 3 1 iVN

Instructor 30 .:21 50

Assistant Professor iy :9 19

Associate Professor 9 11 23

Professor

promoticrl to

:r 1 0i

Associate Professor 1.4 40

Professor 13 1.0 " I

28. How do you fcel about your prospects during the next
several yc:Irli for:

adtmais, r.alary indrr.!ascs

opprtuuity fr hotter position at La
sccprirl; resNTch funds
an atirtive o.nother university .

A <
.( N.

; , t", 4)

\'' st,
! _1

7 6 4 3

12 ..t2 +- LO . .0

.ii t

t

20. P107sf, c.Lotit to which you agrio or c.r.h of t!...!

arc ;rUe o the adwinistwi:,;) 1).

.111111.0. -AV 11

rind prwt:cen are consitifnt .d . . . .

Pcrr,...., . ". !1.,L,11,. J s..nool!, and dii 7:-1 :

to n 1 pIcti

Failty 0-- 1-(3rdcd accG.,.dit;q to their contritu:jo:: to .ih;-?

1h- (or,yiv,tt in working tcw;114.; LL11-

tot -

The P,ans Vice-Prosidents are becoming increi.,:.ihrlly

frcl thu Hrulty
Th.! 6rf: concerncl wilh

r ;. :t f3ci 1 i tatc: and

01'

its .!,,i,!;od for

L :I. c,: . of 1..1.A ..
!

i ' . tt. it 00: in 1. 1..

6. i [

1 t

76

11;

96

100 7

59
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CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

01 vw lk.
a,
c,

tr c
iz.

30. In general, how much influence do each of the following v.12,
0

d.::

Is -;
have over what goes on in your department? .0,.lt' %` %;t'

IC
.

I i I I 1 I i

Undergraduate students
Graduate students
Department faculty as a whole
A department executive committee
Department chairperson
The Dean of the school
University Committees
Vice-Presidents
University President
USC support groups
Granting agencies
National accrediting groups

t

i3

t. t

e

I I

-4

z,C)

'7

.4

1

cn

.30

3r
-.0

314

31. Do you think that USC will be a better or worse place for students, faculty,

and yourself five years from now?

rl--Better
Res onses

o ange ^orse

Undergraduate students
Graduate students
Faculty
Yourself

32. Which academic schedule would you prefer?

,,r,

ON.

i.

20

Trimester with first session ending Lefcre Christmas ()-:

Quarters with first session ending before Christmas ,

4-1-4 with first session ending before Christmas (- ,

2 semesters plus summer (current schedule) ( .,)%)
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APPENDIX B

UNREPORTED ANALYSES

(Statistically significant differen.es
not detailed in the report)

61



Percent Giving Each Response

Item Response Arts Bus Eng Hum A.Sci S.Sci Total

3 1

2

3

10 19 38 23 31 12 22

58 50 42 46 28 21 38

32 31 19 32 41 68 39

Percent Giving Each Response

Item Response aP AP P Total

4b 1 23 13 16 19

2 36 44 56 45

3 40 44 28 36

5a 1 0 0 2 1

2 11 11 7 9

3 40 36 36 36

4 49 53 55 53

Percent Giving Each Respynce

Item Response Arts Gus Eng Hum N.Sci S.Sci Total

7c 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 1

2 0 4 16 5 4 3 5

3 22 33 36 42 18 42 33

4 78 62 44 53 79 56 61

Percent Giving Each Response

Item Response aP AP P Total

17f 1 15 17 0 11

2 35 30 26 29

3 35 37 48 41

4 15 15 26 19

17n 1 49 20 40 37

2 36 36 34 36

3 8 39 22 22

4 8 4 4 5
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Percent Giving Each Response

Item Response arts Bus Lag_ Hum N.Sci S.Sci Total

17p

17s

17t

1 11 12 26 9 3 0 10

2 22 24 41 9 34 14 24

3 44 32 18 41 41 58 40

4 22 32 15 41 21 28 26

1 11 4 7 0 22 19 12

2 17 35 33 27 44 33 33

3 33 42 52 59 26 42 42

4 39 19 7 14 7 6 14

1 6 19 22 18 24 12 17

2 17 35 33 36 38 53 37

3 39 31 33 32 34 21 31

4 39 15 11 14 3 15 15

Percent Giving Each Res.).;nse

Item Response aP AP P Total

10a 1 6 4 16 9

2 55 65 69 64

3 40 30 16 27

10c 1 10 10 29 17

2 39 46 49 45

3 51 44 22 38

Average Ratincs

Iteri Arts Bus Eng Hum il.Sci S.Sci Total

16a 6.3 6.0 5.4 6.0 6.0 5.8 5.9*

b 5.8 4.9 5.1 5.6 5.6 5.8 5.5*

c 4.6 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.4*

d 6.7 6.7 6.3 6.7 6.4 6.5 6.5*

e

f

4.1
4.1

4.8
4.0

3.9
3.4

4.0
3.0

3.6
3.0

3.4
2.5

3.9*
,)

...,

.(...

g 3.4 4.0 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.3 3.0

h 4.5 5.0 3.5 3.4 3.5 4.2 4.0

*Unit jfferences are ,J7 si r.ificant at .0r, le vi.
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Percent Giving Each Response

Item Response Arts bus Eng Hum N.Sci S.Sci Total

18a 1 44 4 20 41 34 19 25

2 17 8 20 18 34 4.

.1,)
.. 21

3 11 56 44 27 24 32 33

4 28 32 16 14 7 27 21

18e 1 41 46 19 23 31 21 28

2 0 17 12 41 24 44 25

3 29 29 46 27 34 32 34

4 29 8 23 9 10 3 13

18h 1 75 76 9 71 20 52 47

2 0 0 30 14 20 18 16

3 19 19 44 14 47 24 23

4 6 5 17 0 13 6 9

181 1 59 77 18 48 23 58 45

2 6 4 26 33 17 6 17

3 24 9 48 14 53 33 32

4 12 9 7 5 7 3 6

Percent Giving Lao) ResDonsn

iter '(usponse aP AP P Total

191i 3+4 94 80 95 91

19Nd 3+4 35 47 71 50

119n 3+4 61 56 81 66

19Np 344 43 57 69 56
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Item Art,. bus

Average Ratings

S.Sci TotalE_..a2 Hum

20a 3.9 4.8 5.3 5.3 ::..,.t.., 5.4 5.1

b 4.3 5.3 5.4 5.2 5.9 5.5 5.4

e 5.?._, 4. 7 4.7 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.3

21b 5.6 4.2 4.9 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.5

e 5.1 4., 6.3 4.9 :,.9 6.0 5.6

f 5.1 3.7 3.5 4.2 4.0 4.6 4.1

9 4.7 3.3 3.4 4.3 3.6 4.3 3.9
h 4.9 3.0 3.6 3.1 3.6 4.0 3.7

21,1

a- AP P Total

3.0 3.9 3.9
3.3 3.6 4.1

3.6
3.7

Percent Givinn cacti R,Jspplise

..2911se. aP AP P Total

22c 1 5j 65 72 62

0 50 35 28 33

22c 1 7 , 26 42 25
0 9.3 74 53 7T.:

Ite Arts

Percent Giving lat..h

r
AI

espon,e

bus En Hum i

68 15 33 48 33 54 41

32 84 67 52 67 46 51j

22e 1 5 0 63 9 50 16

0 95 100 37 91 50 84

22f 1 10 50 22 0 13 3 It

90 50 73 100 S7 97
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24

26

Unit 1

Arts 0

Bus 0

Eng 5

Hum 6

N.Sci 0

S.Sci 0

Med 0

Dent-Law 7

Others 10

TOTAL 2

Unit 1

;,rts 11

Bus 24

Eng 14

Hum 12

N.Sci 11

S.Sci 20

Med 0

Dent-Law 8

Others 5

T^TAL 8

Item 24a
Percent Giving
Each Response

2 3

11 67

27 50

20 75

33 39

25 45

38 38

17 64

43 21

28 3C
25 52

4 1

22 29

23 10

0 10

22 11

30 6

24 10

19 2

29 8

23 6

21 7

Iter. 24u

Percent Giving
Each Response

2 3

22 67

14 48
33 48
41 41

61 22
37 40

33 64
25 42
31 49

34 51

4 1

0 12

14 10

5 18

6 11

6 10

3 21

2 2

25 7

15 5

7 0

Item 24b
Percent Giving
Each Response

? 3

29 14

50 35

30 50

22 67

56 39

39 45
35 58

38 31

33 42
36 48

Item 24e
Percent Giving
Each Response

2 3

38 50
52 38
4G 36

44 39

63 21

36 39

39 54

43 43

32 49
42 45

24g Item 26f

Percent Giving Percent Giving

Each Response Each Response

Unit 1 2 3 4 1

arts 0 11 33 56 0

Bus 5 48 33 14 32

Dig 9 27 54 9 22

Hun 0 28 ,, 56 17 15

11.Sci 6 24 53 18 25

S.Sci 3 24 42 30 24

Meu 2 50 42 5 2

Dent-La4 0 21 64 14 6

Others 10 41 41 8 7

T3TA 4 33 45 13 11
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2 3

21 50
8 28

22 22

25 30

25 21

15 24

33 29

44 25

17 45
25 4) 30

4

29
5

10

0

0

6

5

23
19

8

4

0

0

0

6

0

3

5

7

15

5

4

29
32

33

30
29
33

36

25

31

34



Item

Average Average
Unit Rating Unit Rating

28c Arts 2.9 S.Sci 3.6

Bus 3.1 Med 3.1

Eng 4.2 Dent-Law 3.2

Hum 2.4 Others 3.6

N.Sci 4.5 TOTAL 3.4

Item

Percent Giving
Each Response

29e Rank 1 2 3 4

aP 8 26 40 25

AP 10 27 45 18

P 3 33 24 40
TOTAL 7 28 36 30

29g Unit 1 2 3 4

Art: 11 50 33 6

Bus 20 40 24 16

Eng 4 58 38 0

Hum 24 57 14 5

N.Sci 40 28 28 4

S.Sci 33 42 22 3

Med 6 41 46 7

Dent-Law 7 36 50 7

Others 2: 34 32 9

TOTAL 16 42 36 7
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